Behavioral Assessment
Novel object recognition test was performed based on a previous protocol (Bevins and Besheer, 2006) . Briefly, mice were placed in an experimental environment without any object for 5 min at the first day. Next day, mice were trained to explore two identical objects (object A) for 5 min. After 24 h, one familiar object A was replaced by a novel object (object B). Mice were allowed to explore objects A and B for 5 min ( Figure S3) . The exploration time for the object A (TA) and the object B (TB) was recorded in blind trails. The number of novel object contacting and novel object recognition index (TB/[TA + TB]) was calculated.
Statistical Analysis
All data are shown as mean ± standard error of mean (SEM). The data were analyzed using one-way ANOVA followed by Bonferroni's post hoc test for comparisons among more than two groups or Student's t-test for two-group comparisons. All statistical analysis was performed with SPSS 13.0 software. p < 0.05 was considered statistical significance. FIGURE S1 | The schematic diagram of DMS (It was designed and made by Beijing Aldans Biotech Co., Ltd). The parameter used in this experiment is intermittent Gamma Burst Stimulation (iGBS). Every 2-second-output is composed of several rhythmical trains which spike in intervals of 27, 25, 23, 21, or 19 ms and form the iGBS at 30 ~ 40 Hz rhythm. The train was composed of 6 pulses with 130 μs width and 1000 Hz frequency. These 2-second runs were separated by an 8-second resting interval, which constitutes the iGBS. In addition, the shape of magnetic fields was changed every 4 min (between linear gradient and approximate distribution), and the rhythm was gradually elevated every 8 min (30, 32.25, 34.5, 37, and 40 Hz) . 
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FIGURE S3
| DMS treatment improved the recognition capibility for novel object in 5XFAD mice. Compared to WT mice, 5XFAD mice showed decreased times (A) and time (B) to interact with novel object, while DMS treatment increased the trend to interact with novel object of 5XFAD. All values were represented as mean ± SEM, n =11/group. *p<0.05, ***p<0.001 vs. Tg, ANOVA.
